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tended to identify them separately as "military ranks."8 Free from the capitation and subordinate to offices of provincial administration, they occupied an indeterminate position in a social structure designed to achieve full registration of the entire population. Although authorities hoped that retired soldiers would settle permanently (i.e., register) in an urban or rural community, they were not required to do so. Legally, they could move as they pleased or as the need to provide for themselves dictated, on the condition only that they not fall into a life of crime or vagrancy.9Despite prescribed rights and privileges that identified them as members of a fiscal-administrative category, at the moment of retirement they were men without ties to any formally or informally constituted community.
Unlike uprooted peasants and townsmen who entered military service, discharged soldiers did not have immediate or guaranteed access to an occupation or other means of subsistence. The army released them with a small sum of money, barely enough to reach their destination, a passport, and the clothes on their back."' After a virtual lifetime of service and membership in a structured collective, they at last became truly free-free to return to family and friends, to establish themselves on a new and independent basis, to rely on church or public assistance, or to suffer loneliness and hunger. Actually, there were significant opportunities available to retired soldiers, who pursued a range of occupational and life choices. Yet their poverty and generally sad plight remained a chronic social problem, one repeatedly recognized but only putatively addressed by high-level officials.
8. The first empire-wide census in Imperial Russia was conducted only in 1897. Consequently, there are no comprehensive data on the number of retired soldiers, especially in light of the fact that they were not subject to the capitation. Local statistics could be used to arrive at some tentative calculations. According to one source, 656,476 soldiers were discharged from service between 1840 13. Ibid., 375-79.
MILITARY HISTORY *
After Peter's death the Synod sought with little success to limit the responsibility of the monasteries. Although Elizabeth's government (1741-61) made a serious effort to establish military almshouses financed from provincial sources and supervised by local governors, effective change came only in the reign of Catherine the Great (1762-96)."1 In 1764 monasteries received partial relief from the obligation to provide for retired soldiers, though the new College of Economy continued to finance their upkeep and pensions with revenues generated by former church peasants.15 Catherine's legislation also increased significantly the number of funded vacancies for retirees beyond the "portions" that monasteries had been able to maintain. In addition to military and church almshouses, specific urban communities were designated as "veterans' towns." In return for providing retired soldiers with housing, the residents of these towns were exempt from any obligation to quarter troops."' Like their counterparts in almshouses, the soldiers also received salaries. According to one account, by the middle of Catherine's reign the revamped institutions accommodated 9,349 infirm and disabled soldiers. Still, overpopulation remained a problem. In both almshouses and veterans' towns the number of needy soldiers generally surpassed the available spaces, though the excess veterans did receive reduced assistance until vacancies occurred.'7 On paper at least, governmental care of retired soldiers reached a high point in the 1790s when Catherine the Great and Paul (1796-1801) decreed pensions for all soldiers who completed twenty-five years of service. This effort quickly faltered. For during the first half of the nineteenth century, the army grew far too quickly to allow assistance to keep up with demand, which even at the peak of state assistance had not been fully met."' Veterans' companies located in district capitals and institutions maintained by the public welfare boards provided for feeble soldiers. Others lived in rural villages or towns, received limited pensions, and enjoyed free access to public pasturage and forests. There also were 14 tion of the capitation raised questions about the legal and social status of soldiers. During the late 1720s the Senate repeatedly received petitions from retired soldiers who had been registered in the tax rolls and forced by local officials to pay the capitation, simply because they possessed arable land. Their children also had been inscribed, including some in active service. As members of Muscovite military categories, many of whom had served in the reign of Aleksei Mikhailovich, they had received their land as salary and might even own homes. Still, they claimed to be too feeble to sustain themselves. Some continued to serve the state as couriers and guards, and yet they too had been registered in the urban taxpaying community. Others depended on charity, and as one group of petitioners reported, "many of our brothers" had starved to death. All felt they should be exempt from the capitation, and despite varied civilian occupations, they identified themselves in collective terms.23
According to a petition submitted to the Senate in 1727, forty retired servicemen in Velikoluki had been held under guard and beaten for failing to pay the capitation over a four-year period. They received no governmental assistance, their children had been sent to the army or local garrison school, and they themselves were employed in trade, the sale of food items (fish and meat), crafts, and unskilled labor. Those unable to find work had left for other cities. Some relied on sons serving in nearby military units for sustenance, and still others had died. Infirm, wounded, and aged (all had served for thirty or forty years and had combat experience), they asked to be released from the capitation. In considering the petition, the Senate reviewed a series of ambiguous decrees, issued between 1722 and 1727, that defined the status of former servicemen, raznochintsy, and their children. Retired soldiers, established in trades and crafts, actually were supposed to be registered in an urban taxpaying community. This explains why the petitioners, all urban residents with diverse occupations, had been included in the formal community by local authorities. Those from the peasantry were not, however, liable for the capitation, which could explain why the retirees believed they too should be exempt. The law also prescribed that their children, if physically fit, enter military service. Otherwise they were registered in an appropriate taxpaying category. In view of their poverty, frailty, and previous service, the Senate decided to exclude the petitioners from the tax registers. Citing a decision of 1727, based on decrees of 1722, the Senate clearly ruled that retired soldiers with proper documentation of their service were not to be inscribed in the tax rolls, unless they possessed sufficient capital to qualify as merchants. Despite the juridical freedom and formal social separateness of retired soldiers, a significant number returned to their families and even to farming. For them, and from the official viewpoint as well, the familial hearth provided the best means for re-entering civilian life. For the soldier facing old age and sickness, it meant greater economic security and the comforts of family relationships. For the government, it brought reduced public expenditures; forestalled vagrancy, begging, and presumably crime; and facilitated resettlement, which in turn promised to augment the ranks of future farmers, taxpayers, and recruits. Still, when a soldier returned to his village or town of origin, he was not a taxpayer. Nor was he entitled to an allotment of communal land. Rather, the military authorities released him to the care of relatives or former landlords, upon whom he depended for shelter and sustenance.32 When a return to family and community proved impossible, the government encouraged retired servicemen to settle on vacant state lands. Until legislation of 1867 required that recruits remain members of the communities from which they were drafted, a primary feature of official policy to assist discharged soldiers was resettlement.38 Eighteenthcentury legislation clearly favored settlement that served the interests of imperial expansion along the Volga and Siberian defense lines.39 Settlers received land in hereditary tenure but were forbidden to sell or mortgage it. Those who fathered sons in retirement selected one to inherit the farm, while any others were entitled to receive their own plots. If there were no male heirs, daughters could inherit the land, though only if they married soldiers' sons.40
In the nineteenth century, the inducements to resettle were even more broadly conceived. Decrees concerning resettlement were read aloud to the troops, and special publications written for soldiers advocated a return to farming.4" Legislation from the reign of Alexander I also required cities to assign retired soldiers plots of urban land where they could build a house and maintain a garden. To assist them in constructing homes, the soldiers received fifty paper rubles (assignaty) from the local treasury. In a related measure, former state peasants were entitled to land allotments in their native villages, except in localities where shortages prevented the fulfillment of minimum norms. The government 37 Like registration policies in general, measures to assist retired soldiers sought to promote "a settled way of life" (osedlost') and hence to eliminate idleness and increase the pool of potential taxpayers and recruits. There are no precise data on where veterans settled but it is clear from legislation and high-level official discussions that the results of such policies were limited, and from the state's viewpoint totally inadequate. Because former soldiers were free to choose a place of residence, it was difficult to induce them to settle on empty lands in sparsely populated areas. A retired soldier such as Kozma Rezvikov, aged sixty at the time of his discharge, was not likely to embrace the life of a frontiersman. Nor was a younger soldier, who only would have been discharged for physical reasons, a likely candidate. In addition, despite various exemptions from taxation and conscription, the former landlords, native villages, and urban communities of retired servicemen were not necessarily eager to see them return. They did not pay the capitation and could easily become dependent on public assistance. As the Minister of Finance noted in 1831, the plots of former state peasants who tried to return to their villages already were being cultivated by others who bore the full complement of tax and public service obligations.43 Social conflict and land disputes also erupted when settlers moved into areas inhabited by established communities.44 In a very real sense, it was not only the long term of service but the very privileges and freedoms enjoyed by retired soldiers that deterred massive resettlement. This was true despite the fact that any children born to them in retirement would be registered as full members of the taxpaying community.
Soldiers' Families
Although the anomalous legal position of soldiers, in service and retirement, can easily be overdrawn, it is crucial to understanding the larger problem of social categorization. 
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* THE JOURNAL OF tomary rights to land. Still, individual masters, communities, and families often provided for them, especially if they had male children. In addition to remaining dependent upon the economic largesse of relatives, the landlord, or the community, soldiers' wives were free to obtain passports that allowed them to move in search of employment. They maintained a visible presence in towns where they became involved in petty trade, prostitution, and the trafficking of unwanted children between foundling homes and the countryside. A few even owned artisanal workshops or commercial establishments.47 Like other persons forced by economic pressures to seek the protection of employers, soldiers' wives were vulnerable to unlawful enserfment. In one case, a state official who had employed a soldier's wife and fathered her illegitimate children, claimed that she was the wife of his household serf and sold her to another noble. The woman eventually was freed after her original owners testified that she was indeed a soldier's wife. Her children, however, remained serfs; for they had been raised and fed by her first employer and registered to him in the sixth census. 48 The nineteen-year-old sergeant's widow, Martona, in M. D. Chulkov's The Comely Cook, explained the anomalous position of these unfortunates. Although she bore the title of sergeant's wife, she had no source of sustenance; for her husband was neither a noble, nor a landowner. In describing her lack of preparation for the circumstances in which she found herself, she noted, "My misfortune seemed to me unbearable; for I knew nothing of human relationships and could not find for myself a place (mesto); and so I became free (vol'noiu), because they did not assign us to any official position (dolzhnost')."49 Martona's description is The same Petrine service categories that effectively provided manpower for the standing army also produced significant numbers of illegitimate children. The uncertain status of children born to soldiers' wives illustrated with particular clarity the larger problem of illegitimate births-a problem that was especially complex in a society where social affiliation corresponded to that of the father at the moment of birth. According to the law, any male child, legitimate or not, born to a woman after her husband entered active service, belonged to the military domain and was registered in the category "soldiers' children" (soldatskie deti).`' Even when these boys did not enter the special schools for soldiers' sons at age seven, they were expected to begin service at age eighteen. The parents of soldiers' daughters were more likely to get a happy result, though their daughters still remained vulnerable to forced marriages. As an example, one soldier who returned to his native village in 1842, after twenty-five years of service, found that his daughter, born only three months after he was drafted, had been registered as a serf in the eighth census (1834) and then sold to another landlord. At the soldier's request, a local court emancipated her, noting that the legitimate daughter of a soldier was legally free and should not have been enserfed.59 Not all cases involving soldiers' daughters ended so satisfactorily, for landlords could easily return these girls to servile status by forcing them to marry serfs. Although church and state law prohibited forced marriages, they were impossible to prevent.6" In addition, significant numbers of illegitimate births made illegal marriages and unlawful enserfment even more difficult to expose. Moreover, if male children were involved, it was equally unsatisfactory from a parent's perspective to discover that a son would be "freed" from feudal servitude only to be obliged to join the army.
Consequences and Implications
The social condition of soldiers and their families offers a concrete example of the administrative and human dimensions of formal categorization in Imperial Russia. Aside from the obvious problems of poverty and subsistence, the manpower needs of the army required constant changes in formal status, which in turn generated new social categories (e.g., soldiers' wives and soldiers' children) and increased the uncertainties of social definition. This was not a situation limited to the military domain. Personnel needs of the civil service and the church created similar problems. The secular authorities regularly recruited the excess progeny of clergy for service in the army, bureaucracy, and state schools. Some also requested and received discharges from the church domain, because they lacked the skills or education needed for a religious career. Most of these sought to enter state service; but a few became merchants, townspeople, and even state peasants. Still others were expelled for behavioral problems.61 Similar discharges and expulsions occurred among unranked administrative employees.62 In state service, shortages of personnel, rather than overabundance, were more likely to be the norm and sometimes even forestalled the dismissal of troublemakers.63 The crucial point here is that service-whether military, administrative, or ecclesiastical-generated subcategories of individuals who crossed social boundaries and changed formal statuses through a variety of legal and illegal channels.
One witnesses in the spawning of subcategories an important phenomenon that obviated the precise delineation of social boundaries: the 1781-83 gg.)," 102-3, 105, 108, 142, 180, 200. existence of multiple statuses within a single family. The legal position of a soldier's wife was entirely different from that of her spouse or children. Ecclesiastical families presented a similar picture: a daughter who married a peasant or unranked official; a son who received a secular education or pursued, not always voluntarily, a career in the military or civil service; a father or grandfather who was an ordained priest or church employee. Members of urban families-be they registered as merchants, lesser townspeople, nobles, peasants, or civil servants-also could occupy multiple statuses. And even an individual, as opposed to the members of a single family, could be registered in more than one category.64 Despite the ambiguous condition of service families, the popular image of retired soldiers as rootless outsiders, potential troublemakers, or victims of public indifference requires considerable qualification. Soldiers and their families appeared in the records of Moscow churches as parishioners, spouses, parents, godparents, friends, and employees.65 They were not, simply by virtue of poverty and insecurity, societal outcasts. No matter how dire their economic straits, no matter how worthy of greater assistance they may have been-they generally found at least irregular employment, and many even possessed homes. One blind soldier, described in 1873 by the liberal noble Fedor Enskii, actually lost his pension, because his wife owned a house that provided annual earnings of two rubles forty kopecks.66 While such a meager income was painfully inadequate, the person in question was not without a place in society.
The retired soldier was an outsider from the fiscal-administrative point of view. From the perspective of liberal reformers and radical journalists, he was a person who deserved to live without fear of poverty and want. However precarious his economic condition, he nonetheless was integrated into Russian society. His outsider image resulted not from tangible social barriers but from the inability of governing and educated elites to regularize and regulate chaotic socioeconomic developmentdevelopment that violated virtually all formal boundaries and contributed to pervasive insecurity. The same may be said of soldiers' wives and their illegitimate children who, while vulnerable to poverty and unlawful exploitation, themselves sought both to evade and make good 64. In the instructions to the Legislative Commission from the city of Nizhnii Novgorod, five copyists requested that the merchants who served as permanent members of the magistracy receive a salary and be excluded from the poll-tax registers so that they no longer would be formally registered as merchants. SIRIO 
